In this reply to Harms 1973, a critical look is taken at Harms' arguments against 'abstract phonology'. Particular attention is focused on his unwarranted dismissal of the data from borrowing. In addition, it is argued that considerations of simplicity or economy do not provide any significant insights into the problem at hand. Finally, a modified approach to Nupe palatalization and labialization is outlined. 
1. I believe the major weakness of Harms' paper is his dismissal of my attempts to explain the data of borrowing. In Hyman 1970b (which is referred to in Hyman 1970a, but which Harms does not cite), I presented two principles which were said to account for the facts of borrowing in Nupe. These are referred to as 'rule productivity' and 'rule interference'. The first principle is relevant to the present discussion and can be restated as follows:
(1) Foreign sounds identical to native underlying forms are lexicalized as such and undergo the phonological rules of the borrowing language. I presented numerous instances of the operation of this principle; e.g., when a 1 I should like to thank Josh Ard, Terry Flynn, and Vicki Fromkin for sharing their concerns about phonological theory with me. They do not necessarily agree with me, Harms we should be forced to conclude that the French example (or Harms' Finnish example) falsifies the explanation given with respect to monsieur and gracias above.
Part of Harms' argument against the evidence from borrowing rests on his non-acceptance of morpheme-structure conditions. The relevance of MSC's in the study of borrowing has already been questioned by Shibatani 1973. Both Shibatani and Harms argue for surface phonetic constraints, and these are undoubtedly needed; but so are underlying phonological constraints. In Yoruba, one must state a phonological constraint that nouns (but not verbs) always begin with a vowel (Courtenay 1968 . A vowel will always be somewhat nasalized in the context of a tautosyllabic nasal consonant; but a given language can phonologize this phonetic universal so that language-specific reference must be made to the process (via a phonological rule). At one time Nupe HEAVILY palatalized and labialized consonants before the appropriate vowels. Such a situation is still found in closely related Gwari and Ganagana (cf. Hyman & Magaji 1970). But, as pointed out by Schane 1971, Nupe is losing palatalization/labialization as a phonologically relevant process. In other words, the two assimilatory processes are becoming 'dephonologized', and eventually the fronting and rounding of consonants will be due entirely to universal phonetic constraints on CV sequences. However, since I can in fact demonstrate that the assimilation rule was once obligatory and that [CYa] and [Cwa] sequences were found at this same stage, Harms' argument does not in principle rule out absolute neutralization. Rather, we might suppose that, as the language further dephonologizes palatalization and labialization, the lexical representations /Ce/ and /Co/ will become less acceptable. Note, finally, that the absolute neutralization rule can be reformulated in the following way: 4. In summary, it is my view that the borrowing data cannot be so lightly dismissed, and that considerations of economy and naturalness are poor substitutes for the psycholinguistic evidence which we sorely need.
